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Two studies examined the relationship between gender and self- and
other-advocacy. In the first study, 1 63 business students (78 women and 85
men) participated in a questionnaire study that examined the relationships
between gender, sex-role, modesty, self-esteem and subjects’ responses to
two advocacy scenarios. In response to the first scenario, modesty influenced
subjects’ reported preference for using either self- or other-advocacy. When
subjects read a second scenario about a self-advocate, modest and feminine
subjects responded more favorably toward people who had explicit reasons
for their requests. In Study 2, actual advocacy was examined. In response to
a job description, 178 subjects (102 women and 76 men) wrote a letter
accepting the position and requesting a salary. As predicted, when women
were told that they would meet with a male evaluator, they requested lower
salaries for themselves and higher salaries for friends. Men who believed that
they would meet with a male evaluator requested higher salaries for
themselves and lower salaries for friends. The opposite pattern of results
was
VI
found when women and men were not told that they would meet an evaluator.
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Th© need to understand similarities and differences in women’s and
men’s abilities to request rewards and resources has become increasingly
important as women continue to operate and advance in the same domains
as men. In a world where having access to powerful peoples’ resources is
necessary for success and survival, it is critical to understand how men and
women make requests. Asking requires persuading and influencing those in
power to distribute rewards and resources in ways that the "asker" finds
desirable. In this way, people making requests are attempting to influence the
powerful by becoming advocates.
Those in our society who play the role of advocate often use power
and influence in ways that are not associated with dominance or selfishness.
In the psychological literature, however, authority, dominance, and self interest
have been linked to conceptions of power (Miller, 1992). Power has been
equated with the ability to gain positive outcomes for the self and the ability to
influence others to act and think in ways that they would not spontaneously
act or think (Ayers-Nachamkin, Cann, Reed, and Horne, 1982; Hollander,
1985; Johnson, 1976). Traditionally, then, social psychological studies have
framed the concepts of power and influence in such ways that women appear
less competent and less comfortable with their use. When considered in this
light, it may not be surprising that gender differences in many influence-related
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behaviors have been found (Ayers-Nachamkin et al., 1992; Gruber & White,
1986; Offermann & Schrier, 1985; Johnson, 1976).
Advocacy generally connotes championing another’s cause or seeking
important resources and outcomes for someone else or a group of people; in
everyday use, assertion connotes promoting the self or demanding
recognition and rewards for the self. In the United States, men have
traditionally functioned in roles that are enhanced by assertiveness (e.g.,
aggressive breadwinner, powerful boss, authoritative father), while women
have traditionally acted as advocates (e.g., supportive assistant, encouraging
wife, prodding mother). These terms, assertion and advocacy, lack the ability
to encompass fully two very different types of influence, so the terms self-
advocacy and other-advocacy are offered. In differentiating between self- and
other-advocacy, a dichotomy is established that begins to describe the types
of influence with which both men and women feel comfortable and confident.
Other-advocacy, then, may be a type of influence with which women are
comfortable and confident because they make requests for others, not
themselves. Self-advocacy refers to more self-promoting types of influence,
traditionally performed by men.
Power and Influence
Because there are so many variables related to gender and advocacy,
only the most critical factors will be discussed, although the discussions of
these variables will necessarily be limited in scope. Researchers have
identified power and influence as moderating and mediating variables that
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begin to explain many gender differences reported in the psychological
literature, and these two variables seem particularly relevant to advocacy (also
see Eagly s (1983) and Eagly and Wood’s (1982) discussions of the mediating
effect of status on individuals’ abilities to influence).
The special role gender plays in issues of power, influence, and
advocacy has been brought to light by the polarizing effect that the current
First Lady has had on the American public. Hillary Rodham Clinton seems
equally comfortable with self-advocacy, an acceptable behavior for men, and
other-advocacy, an acceptable behavior for women. The American people,
often along gender lines, are split in their reactions to her.
Unlike the First Lady, most advocates do not hold great power, but
advocacy always takes place within a power structure. Power is a ubiquitous
phenomenon that defies easy definition. According to most psychological
definitions, the defining features of power include control over people,
outcomes, and resources (Depret & Fiske, 1993; Griscom, 1992; Hollander,
1985). Psychologists are more successful in identifying types of power than in
describing the global concept. French and Raven (1959) suggest that power
emerges out of the relationship between two people, stating that relationships
differ qualitatively along variables that they identify as bases of power (e.g.,
one’s ability to reward the other, one’s legitimate authority over the other, etc.).
Johnson (1976) introduces three dimensions of power use that she believes
are driven by sex-role stereotyping - direct versus indirect, concrete versus
personal, and competent versus helpless. Depret and Fiske (1993) describe a
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process-driven classification that identifies types of power based on the object
that is under the control of the powerful individual -- the self, the self’s
outcomes, others, and others’ outcomes. In essence, each of these power
classifications conforms to the concept of power that refers to an individual
"being a subject as opposed to being an object" (Depret & Fiske, 1993, p.
177).
Feminist writers suggest a conception of power in which the powerful
person acts as a conduit. Miller (1992) states that "women may want to be
powerful in ways that simultaneously enhance, rather than diminish, the power
of others" (p. 205). Power that is wielded for others, not for the self, may be a
type of interpersonal power with which women feel extremely comfortable and
confident. Why is this? Miller’s (1 992) definition suggests that power is the
capacity to produce change, and women may find it most satisfying to
produce change for others. Miller (1992) implies that women find this innately
more satisfying. Alternatively, it could be argued that women’s comfort with
this type of power follows from the constraints of society.
Women, then, may be very effective when power is framed in other than
the conventional ways. After all, women have traditionally empowered others
without explicitly acknowledging it; women have effected change in the
traditional role of fostering the growth of others (e.g. wife, mother; Miller,
1992). Examining individuals’ behavior in "power" situations not typically
explored in psychological research (e.g., intervening on behalf of friends or
colleagues to provide them with desired outcomes), may show women
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comfortably and confidently engaged in other-advocacy. When power is
defined in this way, however, the process looks much more like influence than
power. Of course, some people may use their power as an asset to attain
resources for others, but more often, people need to make requests or
attempt to influence a particular outcome when they do not have power.
Theorists have difficulty distinguishing power from influence (Depret &
Fiske, 1993; Hollander, 1985). Hollander (1985) argues that power connotes
coercion and control, and influence suggests a softer persuasion without
coercion. Nevertheless, many researchers, particularly field theorists, define
power as simply an outcome of an individual’s ability to influence. 1 Many
working definitions state that power is the influence one person has over
others; theorists differ regarding whether influence emerges from
organizational position, interpersonal relations, personality characteristics or
some combination of these (Ragins & Sundstrom, 1989).
The way researchers use power and influence as interchangeable
concepts is well demonstrated by the work on power and influence strategies.
Some researchers classify strategies used to obtain a desirable outcome as
power strategies and others classify them as influence strategies will be
considered collectively. Gruber & White (1986) show that men report that they
are likely to use a variety of strategies, including male-typed strategies (e.g.,
arguing and yelling; convincing; stating a point directly) and female-typed
1 Depret and Fiske (1993) suggest theorists and researchers will lose an important
construct if we blur the distinction between power and influence.
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strategies (e.g., pleading or begging; avoiding; acting in subtle ways by
suggestions or hints). In the same study, women report being likely to use
fewer strategies overall and that those they would use are female-typed
strategies. Subjects also believe that, in general, men and women are more
likely to use masculine and feminine strategies, respectively. Gruber and
White (1986) assert that, due to gender-role stereotypes, women are more
constrained in practice when choosing influence strategies. These findings
feed our perception of men as effectual. Because men have access to, and
make use of, a wide variety of strategies, they are generally perceived to be
more comfortable with influence tasks (Gruber and White, 1986).
Research on such strategies often yields contradictory results, however.
Some studies show men using direct, concrete, and reward-oriented
strategies and others show that women are more direct (Johnson, 1976,
Offermann & Schrier, 1985). Examples of direct strategies include rational
persuasion, bargaining, persistence, and stating the importance of the issue.
Less direct strategies involve manipulation, suggestion, ingratiation, and
withdrawal (Johnson, 1976; Sagrestano, 1992b, Yukl & Tracey, 1992).
Other research shows that men and women report that they would
prefer to use similar strategies (Bisanz & Rule, 1989; White and Roufail, 1989).
White and Roufail (1989) found that men and women report choosing the
same type of strategies -- rational strategies -- as first-choice strategies. In
other words, given a choice, everyone wants to start an influence attempt by
using rational tactics. Sagrestano (1992a) argues that, given these findings,
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researchers should examine men’s and women’s patterns of strategy use
rather than the mere number of different strategies men and women report
using.
Sagrestano (1992b) also points out that people with knowledge about a
specific issue use more direct power strategies. Due to social roles, men
generally have more knowledge about the types of influence situations that
have been studied. She argues that this knowledge differential creates the
illusion of gender differences. Sagrestano (1992b) shows that when women
are experts in a situation, they can use the same strategies male experts use,
so she argues that the critical variable for strategy choice is the link between
knowledge and gender, not gender per se. Leet-Pelligrini (1980) refines this
analysis. Leet-Pelligrini (1980) finds that when women act as experts, they use
influence strategies similar to men’s, but they do not change their
conversational style or become more dominant and controlling, as male
experts do.
In a review of this area of research, Sagrestano (1 992a) argues that
gender differences in strategy use can be explained by self-confidence or the
type of work problem encountered, both of which she links to power
differentials. Women lack self-confidence and perceive problems with others
differently because of their lack of power within organizations (Sagrestano,
1992a). The research findings she reviews, however, do not consistently
support either of these explanations.
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The mixed findings on men’s and women’s strategy use mirror the
question so elegantly posed by Eagly (1987). Why don’t researchers
consistently find the gender differences that laypeople believe exist? One
reason that the research on strategy use is so mixed may be that researchers
have ignored a critical variable -- who will benefit from an influence attempt?
That is, how these strategies are used may be similar for men and women,
but when and why they are used may not. Miller (1992) asks the question:
"Power for what?" (p. 199). A more pertinent question asks: "Requests for
whom?"
There is, then, a critical mediating variable that may account for some
gender differences in influence behavior. Within the context of asking for
rewards and resources, there are at least two kinds of recipients or
beneficiaries: the self and other(s). The recipient of the influence attempt is
often overlooked, however. For whom do individuals request rewards and
resources? Who will benefit from a request? The answers to these questions
may help identify the conditions under which men and women are comfortable
and effective advocates. For women, asking for the self is difficult because of
powerful gender-linked stereotypes and norms. Due to parallel stereotypes
and norms, men may not frequently practice other-advocacy.
It is suggested that differences in women’s and men’s advocacy
behaviors are not hard-wired, but are tied to prescriptive social roles. There is
some evidence that indicates that likability may be one mediating variable in
women’s advocacy attempts. According to Carli, LaFleur, and Lobers (in
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press) research, to be influential, men do not need to be liked, but women do
when they are trying to influence men. Given such a liability constraint,
women behave in ways that conform to gender stereotypes and gender-linked
norms. As prescribed by the stereotypes and norms discussed below,
women can make requests, but not for themselves. Other-advocacy may be
well developed in women, whereas men are expected to be strong self-
advocates.
Gender-Linked Stereotypes and Social Roles
Gender stereotypes greatly sway expectations of men and women
(Eagly & Steffen, 1984; Eagly, 1987). Men are expected to be agentic, task-
oriented and self-assertive, and women are expected to be communal,
socially-oriented and selfless (Eagly, 1987). Our permissive attitude regarding
men’s self-expansiveness and our more constraining expectation that women
act selflessly are at the heart of the dichotomy between self- and other-
advocacy.
The prescriptive nature of these gender stereotypes in leadership
settings is strong. In her social role theory, Eagly (1987; Eagly & Karau, 1991)
argues that societal gender roles, linked to stereotypes, affect individual and
group behavior. Eagly and her colleagues have examined the way gender
roles influence leader emergence in mix-sex groups, leadership style, and the
evaluation of male and female leaders (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Eagly &
Karau, 1991; Eagly, Makhigani, & Klonsky, 1992). Eagly and Karau’s (1991)
meta-analytic review of leader emergence demonstrates the influence of such
9
gender role expectations. In both laboratory and field studies, men tend to
emerge as leaders more often than women. Men, engaged in task-oriented
behavior, emerge as leaders more often than do women who are engaged in
socially-facilitative behaviors. Women emerge more often as social leaders in
groups, as expected given women’s culturally-defined role of social facilitator
(Eagly & Karau, 1991). This also fits with the social expectation that women
should be selfless. When individuals emerge as leaders, they are seen as
gaining for the self, whereas individuals who emerge as social leaders are
perceived as acting for the good of the group.
Two other meta-analyses help to complete the picture. Eagly and
Johnson (1990) analyze studies that examine gender and leadership style.
They include three types of studies: organizational, laboratory, and
assessment studies, which assess the leadership styles of people not selected
for leadership roles. In all three kinds of research, men tend to lead with an
autocratic or democratic style, and women use a participative style. Results
from the same meta-analytic investigation indicate that in laboratory
experiments and assessment studies women and men are more likely to lead
in interpersonally-oriented and task-oriented styles, respectively. This finding
does not hold in research conducted in organizational settings. Even within
organizations, however, men and women are not evaluated similarly for
behaving in male-typed ways. Eagly, Makhigani, and Klonsky (1992) find that
female leaders were devalued when they occupy male-dominated roles or use
stereotypically male leadership styles (e.g., autocratic or directive). In addition,
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male evaluators, when compared with female evaluators, rate female leaders
less favorably.
Bern (1974) identifies masculinity, a sex-role orientation that
encompasses a cluster of behavioral characteristics. These characteristics
include being independent, assertive, forceful, dominant and aggressive, and
they seem closely tied to Eagly’s (1987) concepts of agentic and task-
orientation behaviors. Individuals known, or assumed to, possess this sex-role
orientation are perceived to be stronger in leadership, effectiveness, and
professionalism (Wiley and Crittenden, 1992; Butterfield and Powell, 1987;
Jose and McCarthy, 1988). Supporting this view, individuals at the top levels
of organizations, when compared with individuals at lower levels, believe that
they possess more masculine traits (Fagenson, 1990).
Related research findings show that male managers’ salary progression
outperforms female managers’ salary progression even when holding constant
educational level, family power level, type of industry, and individuals’
willingness to both transfer and stay in the work force permanently (Stroh,
Brett & Reilly, 1993). The researchers conclude that discrimination accounts
for the differences between men’s and women’s salary progression,
suggesting that conforming to prescribed social roles improves men’s
advancement and breaching prescribed social roles holds women back.
It is very difficult to demonstrate this discrimination in a laboratory
setting. Some researchers have found that, in paper-and-pencil tests,
subordinates rate women as strong managers when they possess high levels
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of male-typed characteristics (e.g., Hartman, Griffeth, Crino, Harris, 1991). The
results of studies examining subordinates’ ratings of actual male and female
superiors offer inconsistent findings however; female leaders are rated as
stronger than, weaker than, and equivalent to male leaders (see Ragins (1991)
for a review of this literature and for a discussion of possible confounds). This
may result from demand characteristics; it is not politically appropriate to give
female managers lower ratings than male managers, so subjects may respond
in confused or inconsistent ways.
The match between sex-role and behavior is especially salient at the
beginning of a working relationship (Eagly and Karau, 1991). This holds
particular importance for settings in which advocacy is required at the outset
of a relationship (e.g., during salary negotiations; during group formation).
Leventhal and Garcia (1991) show that male and female employees who work
with female bosses initially perceive them as high in masculinity and low in
femininity merely because these women are performing in a male-typed role.
This was especially true in male-dominated occupations, and men with
traditional views of women described the fewest feminine qualities in their
female superiors. Over time, subordinates do not perceive this sex role-
behavior congruence. The longer employees work with female bosses, the
more they come to perceive feminine qualities in them. Ironically, though
subordinates initially perceive all bosses to be masculine, over time
subordinates were most satisfied with bosses whom they perceived to have
strong feminine qualities (Leventhal & Garcia, 1991).
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Gender-Linked Norms
Social norms also contribute to men’s and women’s roles as self- and
other-advocates. Social norm theory suggests behavior can be understood
best by examining how behaviors come to be exhibited differently by distinct
groups of people (e.g., women and men). Gender norms, like gender
stereotypes, contribute to societal expectations for men and women. These
norms are social in that they are played out when there is an audience rather
than when individuals believe their thoughts or actions are private. Gender
norms particularly target women’s behavior, because men’s behavior is
already considered normative. Miller, Taylor, and Buck (1991) point out that
using male behavior as the standard causes "deviant" female behavior to be
judged deficient. If men’s influence behavior is considered normal, it is not
surprising that other-advocacy has not been previously examined. The social
norms most relevant to self- versus other-advocacy include modesty,
selflessness and self- versus other- orientation; compliance with these norms
is linked to women’s liability.
Modesty. Selflessness, and Self/Other-Orientation
Norms of modesty in our culture seem to play an important role in
determining the type of influence women use most effectively and confidently
(Janoff-Bulman & Wade, 1996). Modesty carries many connotations. A
modest individual is often seen as soft-spoken and meek. More importantly,
however,a modest person is selfless. It is the selflessness component of
modesty that seems to be at work in the advocacy context. Women are
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expected to be other-advocates, but not soft-spoken other-advocates. When
they act as other-advocates, then, women may be permitted to use even the
brashest of influence tactics. The norms of modesty and selflessness
reserved for women may channel women’s influence attempts into advocacy
for others rather than for the self. Modesty, then, can be understood in terms
of self and other distinctions. To be modest, individuals must downplay the
self, and employ a modest strategy of highlighting others. Modest people
give credit to others for their accomplishments. Similarly, modest people
cannot easily ask for rewards for the self, but they can remain modest and
request rewards for others.
The "feminine" modesty effect emerges both in studies of attribution
and self-presentational style (Berg, Stephan, & Dodson, 1981; Daubman,
Heatherington & Ahn, 1992; Gould & Slone, 1982; Wiley & Crittenden, 1992).
Women make more modest attributions for success or failure when they
believe their attributions will be made public, or they anticipate having to
perform a related task in the future (Berg et'al., 1981). Wiley and Crittenden
(1992) show that female academics who make modest attributions about
publication success are seen as more feminine, but less professional by
senior academics. They argue that female academics must choose between
enhancing their professional or gender identities.
In related work, Crittenden (1991) shows that Taiwanese women,
compared to Taiwanese men and American women, make more self-
enhancing attributions for affiliative events than for achievement events. It is
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acceptable, then, to credit the self when women are bringing rewards to
others (affiliative task), but not when bringing rewards to themselves
(achievement task). The researcher explains these effects both in terms of the
standards of collectivistic cultures and expectations of "feminine modesty."
Again, the selfless component of modesty is probably important, because
women must be able to assert themselves to achieve affiliation goals, but
affiliation goals primarily benefit others. Unfortunately, American men were not
used in this study, so it is not possible to examine potential gender effects
related to modesty in the United States, a more individualistic culture.
American women, when compared with Taiwanese women, make fewer self-
enhancing attributions for affiliative events, but if compared with American
men, American women may make more such attributions.
Tice, Butler, Muraven, and Stillwell (1995) suggest that self-
presentational modesty norms differ for different audiences. Tice et al. (1995)
show that individuals are more modest with friends than with strangers. This
implies that individuals are less concerned about appearing boastful when
they are not familiar with the audience, and people are more comfortable
advocating for themselves with strangers. The strangers used in this research
were same-sex peers, presented, to subjects as potential friends, however.
This experimental setting does not tap into the settings in which gender norms
may constrain self- and other-advocacy (e.g., interactions with potential
employers). In a more typical advocacy setting, individuals must influence
people in authority with whom they expect to have further interactions.
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Nevertheless, Tice et al.’s (1995) work reminds us that not all audiences are
the same, and the conditions under which modesty norms operate must be
identified.
Other research shows that women maintain this selfless orientation in
domains critical to women’s success. In studies of pay allocation, women, in
comparison to men, underpay themselves for the same work (Major, 1989).
Evidence from clinical case studies shows that women can experience
incredible feelings of selfishness when they become powerful (Miller, 1992).
These women report feeling that they should be using their abilities for others,
not themselves.
Men’s and women’s apparently differing abilities to serve as advocates
for themselves and others clearly are linked to the gender norms related to
self- and other-orientations. Again, according to gender stereotypes and
norms, men are expected to be self-oriented and display concern for the self,
«
and women are expected to be other-oriented and show concern about
others (Eagly, 1987). This dichotomy is noted throughout development.
Gilligan (1982) makes an elegant case by describing how men’s traditional
need for independence and women’s traditional need for connection are
linked to early developmental training. Mellor (1989) shows that men with self-
definitions separate from others and women with self-definitions connected to
others tend to have fewer difficulties during identity development. In other
research, girls, when compared with boys, describe themselves with more
socially-interacting verbs (McGuire & McGuire, 1986).
16
Likabilitv
Paying attention to gender norms is important, because acting in non-
normative ways is linked to decreased likability. For example, women who are
assertive and boastful are liked less than women who are modest (Crawford,
1988; Rudman, 1995). Of course, boastfulness in individuals of either gender
is generally viewed negatively, but boastfulness in women is judged more
harshly (Giacalone & Riordan, 1990). Most studies of influence neglect the
likability variable. Godfrey, Jones and Lord (1986) examine the competing
goals of appearing likable or competent, requiring one person in each pair of
subjects to ingratiate (meeting likability goals) or self-promote (meeting
competency goals). The researchers find subjects with different goals employ
different behavioral tactics, but the researchers use same-sex pairs as
subjects, so gender effects can not emerge (Godfrey, Jones, & Lord, 1986).
The researchers in this study also assume that subjects can easily separate
the two goals; this is probably not the case for women (Carli, 1990; Ridgeway,
1982).
A question as yet unanswered, then, is exactly how likability plays a role
in constraining women to perform behaviors that are congruent with gender
norms. That is, there are at least two reasons why women adhere to the
norms of modesty and selflessness. First, women may in fact be more
effective and influential if they are likable (i.e., act in accordance with norms of
modesty, selflessness, and other-orientation). Second, due to traditional
societal norms about women, modesty and influence, women have had more
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experience with advocating for others and have become quite comfortable in
that role. If such modesty expectations are no longer normative, women’s
behavior may result either from over-learned behaviors or women’s perception
that modesty remains normative.
Carli’s work (1990) pulls together many variables and attempts to
explain women’s and men’s differential use of influence strategies. She
suggests that interpersonal and achievement goals are inextricably linked to
the use of influence, and that women and men are rewarded and punished
differently for displaying behaviors that express these types of goals. Carli
(1990), then, identifies one variable to which women must attend to be
influential -- self-presentation of goals. Carli (1990) shows that men are
equally influential with women and men, regardless of whether their use of
language and non-verbal behavior conveys competence (linked to
achievement goals) or likability (linked with interpersonal goals). Women, on
the other hand, are influential with men only when their use of language and
non-verbal behavior conveys likability. That is, in order to influence men,
women need to value interpersonal goals more, because if they do not pay
attention to issues of likability, they are generally not influential.
Women are placed in a double-bind, because this research also shows
that women must value achievement goals (i.e., convey competence) to
influence women (Carli, 1990). What is a woman to do when faced with a
mixed-sex audience? Perhaps her best solution is to present achievement
goals (satisfying the women) about gaining some reward for an other, not
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herself (satisfying the men with a interpersonal goal). Such a solution
suggests that women have developed their other-advocacy abilities in
response to social demands.
Liking, then, may play an important role in women’s efforts to be
influential and effective (Janoff-Bulman & Wade, 1996). Earlier research has
found that women engaged in task-oriented behavior are more influential when
they accompany this behavior with gender-linked, socially accepted (i.e.,
likable) behaviors such as appearing to have a group-oriented manner
(Ridgeway, 1982; Ridgeway & Diekema, 1992).
The Controversy: Self-Esteem Versus Self-Presentation
Major (1987) rules out the suggestion that women’s personal values
influence their decisions about allocating money to themselves or others,
indicating that women do not give more money to others simply because they
are inherently "nicer." Major (1987) argues that women develop justifications
for receiving lower pay and come to believe that they "deserve" what they get.
She argues that women do not ask for entitlements for themselves, because
they do not feel deserving (i.e., they have low self-esteem). Bylsma and
Major’s (1 992) own data undermines this argument, however. Women who
are given pay comparison standards that indicate that they deserve higher
pay, immediately adjust their pay requests. If women develop internalized
justifications for lower pay, the justifications should not be so easily
overridden. These adjustments seem to have more to do with the lifting of
norms due to information about pay standards. It seems that gender
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stereotypes and social norms, rather than self-esteem, influence women's self-
presentational styles, not their self-esteem, and cause women to ask for fewer
rewards for themselves.
Self-presentational concerns, for example, constrain women from
making boastful attributions about their success (Crittenden, 1991). When
these constraints are lifted either through explicitly imposing new norms or by
examining private thoughts, women can present themselves favorably and do
think well of themselves (Crittenden, 1991). Vallacher, Wegner and Frederick
(1987) show that when made normative, women can provide boastful
interpretations of their success. In their paradigm, subjects are told that they
will interact with an individual who either values modesty or boastfulness.
They find that subjects respond by providing descriptions of their own
behavior that matches the expectations of their interaction partner. Gould &
Slone (1982) present a related, but less convincing case for the role self-
presentation plays in men’s and women’s interpretations of success and
failure. They find that female subjects, when compared with male subjects,
express higher expectations for future success privately than they do publicly
after a failure. No gender differences are found in private and public
expectations expressed after a success, however.
While the resolution of this controversy remains an empirical one, it is
expected that social expectations about self-presentation account for more
variance in women’s requests for themselves than does self-esteem. The
evidence for gender norms, social role expectations and stereotypes paint a
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picture in which men should have more experiences with, and reinforcement
for, self-advocacy, and women should have more experiences with, and
reinforcement for, other-advocacy.
Implications
Examining the concepts of self- and other-advocacy may prove useful
as a means of understanding the different contexts in which men and women
can comfortably attempt to influence others. From the literature reviewed, it is
likely that men and women have the necessary abilities and skills to influence
others, but stereotypes and norms constrain men and women from making
requests in all situations. In answer to the question "Requests for whom," it is
suggested that women can readily ask for resources and rewards for other
people, whereas men can ask for resources and rewards for themselves.
Clearly it not appropriate to deny men and women access to the use of
various types of advocacy and influence. There are many settings in everyday
living relevant to self- and other-advocacy. When people enter into salary
negotiations, they advocate for themselves, but when they act as supervisors
insisting that subordinates deserve pay raises or promotions, they advocate
for others. In the political arena, politicians stumping for office promote
themselves, while elected officials advocate for particular groups’ rights,
continued quality of life for their constituents, and laws and regulations that
benefit many. Self- and other-advocacy also has implications for health
promotion campaigns, entitlement programs, and other policies in which
women and men must request resources for themselves and others.
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There are some circumstances in which it is vital that women become
better self-advocates (e.g., when women are negotiating salary, when women
are being battered or harassed, etc.). For example, Hallock (1994) shows the
long-term implications of women’s failure to negotiate salary at the outset of
their careers. Without the benefit of initial, aggressive salary negotiation, the
author’s salary continued to lag behind other professors of equivalent rank
and prestige because subsequent raises were based on the individuals’
current salaries.
Similarly men’s professional and personal lives could be enhanced by
being enabled to act as other-advocates (e.g., recommending subordinates
for promotion, engaging more frequently in child-rearing practices). For
example, Chusmir (1986) finds that leaders with higher needs for socialized
versus personalized power are stronger assets to organizations. This
research showed that women have higher needs for the more desirable
attribute -- socialized power. If gender norms for self- and other-advocacy
were loosened, men could pursue similar avenues of advocacy.
Such norms are unlikely to relax in the near future. Identifying existing
gender norms that keep men and women trapped in prescribed roles may be
the first step in determining strategies people can adopt to avoid the hazards
of both in- and out-of-role behavior.
Overview of Present Studies
The present research examined whether gender norms influence
individuals’ abilities to request rewards for themselves and for others. The
first
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study examined men’s and women’s perceived comfort with advocacy and
their reactions to men and women who act as self-advocates. The second
study measured subjects’ actual advocacy by eliciting self- and other-





The first study examined women’s and men’s scores on a variety of
gender-relevant scales and their responses to situations that involve advocacy.
Subjects responded to two advocacy scenarios and then completed scales
that assessed subjects’ sex-role, modesty, and self-esteem. In reaction to the
first scenario, subjects were asked to choose either to act as self- or other-
advocates, and then rated how competent they thought they would feel if they
actually had to perform that task. In reaction to the second scenario, subjects
read about a target person who was engaged in self-advocacy, and then
rated how likable the target was and how likely subjects were to give that
target a raise.
Gender differences in individuals’ reactions to the first scenario were
expected. Men and women were expected to report being more likely to use
self-advocacy and other-advocacy, respectively. In addition, men and women
were expected to report feeling most competent in their advocacy for the self
or a friend, respectively. Scores on the personality scales were also expected
to influence subjects’ reactions such that individuals (men and women) who
scored high on the femininity or modesty scales were expected to report
being more likely to act as other-advocates and report feeling more
competent as other-advocates.
To rule out competing explanations, self-esteem was also measured
and its role in advocacy explored. As discussed earlier, one could
argue that
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women do not advocate as effectively for themselves because they do not feel
worthy of various rewards. Based on the assumption that gender norms and
expectations influence women s self-presentational styles, self-esteem was not
expected to influence self- and other-advocacy.
Subjects’ gender, target’s gender, and target’s reason for the request
were expected to influence subjects’ reactions to the second scenario. There
were no specific predictions for subjects’ gender; if gender norms drive
reactions to male and female self-advocates, there is no reason to expect that
male and female subjects would not hold these norms equally. Overall, men
and women should react similarly to the targets. The target’s gender was
expected to influence subjects’ reactions such that subjects should respond
less favorably to women asking for the raise. Again, given the gender norms
and stereotypes relevant to advocacy, subjects should respond more
favorably to men making requests. The reason for the request was expected
to influence subjects’ ratings of the target such that subjects would respond
more favorably to the target with an explicit reason for requesting a raise. An
interaction between target’s gender and target’s reason was expected. Given
gender norms, subjects should respond more favorably to a woman who had
a reason for using se|f-advocacy, but an explicit reason was not expected to
affect reactions to men’s self-advocacy.
Scores on the personality scales were also expected to interact with
target’s sex and target’s reason. Specifically, individuals who scored high on
the femininity or modesty scales were expected to respond least
favorably to
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the woman who simply feels she deserves the raise (i.e., a woman who has
no excuse for using self-advocacy).
Method
Subjects
One-hundred-sixty-three subjects (78 women and 85 men) were
recruited from a large class offered in the School of Management at the
University of Massachusetts. Management students were used because,
within a student population, such students may have the most experience with
the issues explored in this questionnaire.
Measures
Scales . Subjects completed several scales after they responded to the
scenario exercises. Gender was assessed by categorical self-report (i.e.,
male, female). Femininity and masculinity were measured with the Bern (1974)
sex-role scales (alpha = .84 -- masculinity -- and .88 -- femininity; see scale in
Appendix A). Modesty was measured using a scale that included 14
statements and 14 adjectives relevant to modesty. Examples of the
statements and adjectives included: "I like to get my work done behind the
scenes," "In general, I do not boast," "It is important to me to have others
notice what I do," "being modest," and "being unassuming." Based on a
reliability analysis, 4 items (1 statement and 3 adjectives) were dropped from
the final version of the scale (alpha = .83; see scale in Appendix B). The
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1965) assessed self-esteem (alpha
= .83; see
scale in Appendix C). Table 1 shows the reliabilities for all scales.
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Bern s inventory was also used to create a categorical sex-role variable.
Bern (1974) suggested that the best way to use the inventory is to use a
median split on both the femininity and masculinity scales and thereby create
a four-category model of sex-role. According to this model, subjects high on
masculinity and low on femininity are categorized as having a masculine sex-
role; subjects high on femininity and low on masculinity are classified as
having a feminine sex-role. Subjects high on both scales or low on both
scales are categorized as androgynous and undifferentiated, respectively. A
chi-square analysis revealed a significant difference for men and women in
sex-role categorization, p < .01. The most obvious difference showed that
more women were categorized as feminine. More men were categorized as
undifferentiated or androgynous. The number of men and women who were
labeled masculine was roughly equal. These frequencies are presented in
Table 2. The modesty scale was treated similarly and a median split was used
to create two groups of subjects who were low versus high on modesty.
Scenario exercises . The first 5 pages of the questionnaire presented
subjects with two advocacy scenarios. The first scenario required subjects to
choose between two letter-writing options. In response to a job description of
a summer internship, subjects chose either to write a letter recommending
themselves or a friend for the position. The instructions for this task are
presented in Appendix D.
Subjects did not actually write such a letter in this questionnaire study,
but they made several judgments about the letter they would write, given the
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opportunity (see Appendix E). They rated how competent they would feel
writing their letters, how effective they believe their letters would be, how
confident they would feel while asking for support, and how much satisfaction
they would feel in requesting support for either themselves or the other.
Subjects made these judgments on a seven-point scale with endpoints "not at
all" and "extremely likely," and these ratings were combined to form a single
competency scale (alpha = .67).
Subjects also rated the likelihood of using several persuasive strategies
in the letters. These items were intended to tap strategies that communicated
modesty or immodesty in tone (see Appendix E). For example, a modest
strategy might be to describe what a "good fit" an individual would be for a
position, whereas an immodest strategy might be to state that an individual is
better than anyone else for the position. These ratings were made on a
seven-point scale with endpoints "not at all likely" and "extremely likely."
When these items were combined into a single scale, the reliability was low
(alpha = .12). Because of the unreliability of the measure and problems
associated with analyzing single-item measures, these strategies will not be
discussed further.
The second scenario described an individual who calls a meeting to
ask for a raise. In other words, subjects read about an individual who is
making a request for the self. There were four versions of the scenario,
distributed equally across subjects. Either a man or a woman (target’s
gender), with or without an explicit reason for requesting the raise (target’s
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reason), calls the meeting. In one case, the individual asks for a raise simply
because she or he feels deserving of a raise for the service given to the
company (i.e., without an explicit reason), and in the other case, the individual
asks for a raise after she or he learns that a coworker with the same job
description and level of seniority earns more than the individual does (i.e., with
an explicit reason). The four versions of the scenario explored both the role of
the target’s gender and reason in subjects’ reactions to the raise request.
These scenarios are presented in Appendix F.
Subjects then indicated how much they liked the individual in the
scenario (2 items), and how fair they perceived the raise request to be one
item). These three items were combined to form a single likability scale (alpha
= .88) and are shown in Appendix G. Subjects also rated how likely they
would be to give the individual a raise. Additionally, subjects rated the
individual on 12 adjectives that are linked to modesty, masculinity, and
femininity. These items were combined to form a single adjective descriptor
scale (alpha = .65).
Results
There were two main objectives in this study. First, the researcher
wanted to examine the relationships among gender, modesty, sex-role, and
self-esteem. The second, and more critical, objective was to understand the




There were no significant gender differences on the modesty,
masculinity, or self-esteem scales. A significant gender difference on the
femininity scale was found. Women (M = 5.60), compared to men (M = 5.12)
rated themselves higher on femininity, t (161) = -3.62, p < .05. The means for
all scales are presented in Table 3.
Pearson correlation analyses revealed significant relationships among
scale scores (see Table 4). Masculinity was negatively related to modesty,
r(1 61 )
= -.32, p < .01, and positively related to self-esteem, r(1 61 ) = .30, p <
.01. Femininity was positively related to modesty, r(1 61 ) = .38, p < .05, but
not related to self-esteem. Modesty was not related to self-esteem.
Two main points emerged from these analyses. First, there was no
relationship between gender per se and modesty, masculinity or self-esteem.
Masculinity and femininity, rather than gender, were related to modesty.
Second, self-esteem was not related to modesty.
Scenario Responses
The Letter Scenario . Subjects selected one of two letter writing options
in response to a job description -- a cover letter for themselves or a letter of
recommendation for a friend. The majority of subjects reported that they
would choose to write for themselves (n = 102), rather than for others (n=
58). Contrary to predictions, chi-square analyses revealed no significant
gender or sex-role differences in letter choice; neither women nor feminine
subjects chose to advocate for others more than did men. A discriminant
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function analysis was conducted to examine differences between self- versus
other-advocates. Only scores on modesty tended to discriminate between the
groups, F(1 ,1 57) = 3.40, p < .07, Wilks’ Lambda (1,57) =.98. As expected,
self-advocates (M = 4.16) scored lower on modesty than other-advocates (M
= 4.32).
When subjects’ perceived competence with their letter-writing option was
explored, a different pattern emerged. Gender and sex-role influenced
subjects’ ratings of competence and comfort with their letter-writing option, but
modesty did not. Recall that the five items that tapped perceived
competence, effectiveness, confidence, satisfaction, and comfort were
collapsed to create a general competence rating.
For each group (i.e., those who chose self-advocacy and those who
chose other-advocacy), a 2 (gender) X 4 (sex-role) ANOVA was conducted.
Analyses revealed that, among the self-advocates, there were no gender or
sex-role differences on the general competence rating scale. There was a
gender difference in competence ratings among the other-advocates. As
expected, women acting as other-advocates (M = 5.77), compared to men
acting as other-advocates (M = 5.39), reported feeling more competent,
F(1 ,49) = 8.55, p < .05. The analysis of variance revealed that sex-role also
influenced perceived competence among male and female subjects who wrote
for others, but not in the predicted direction. Feminine subjects were
expected to feel more competent as other-advocates, but masculine (M
=
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6.01) and androgynous (M = 5.70) subjects felt more competent than feminine
(M = 5.53) and undifferentiated subjects (M = 5.11), F(3,49) = 9.24, p < .05.
Because the expected gender differences generally were not significant,
relationships among the personality scale scores and feelings of competence
were examined. Again, the correlational analyses were conducted separately
for those who chose self-advocacy and those who chose other-advocacy.
These correlations are presented in Table 5. It was expected that those high
in modesty or femininity would feel most competent when engaged in other-
advocacy, but modesty was negatively related to competence for other-
advocacy, and femininity was not related to competence for either group. Not
surprisingly, self-esteem and competence were significantly correlated for both
self- and other-advocates. This was not predicted, but it is an understandable
finding; people with high self-esteem simply felt more competent in general.
Masculinity was positively related to competence for both groups, although it
was expected to be related only to self-advocacy.
No clear picture emerged from these analyses. People who chose
each type of advocacy differed only on scores of modesty. Gender influenced
feelings of competence among other-advocates, not self-advocates. The
personality measures seemed more closely related to feelings of competence
than did gender per se.
The Raise Scenario . To examine the main predictions, 2 (subjects’
gender) X 2 (target’s gender) X 2 (target’s reason) analyses of variance
were
conducted for the three dependent variables: target’s likability,
subject s
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likelihood to give the raise, and target’s modesty. Across all three variables,
no subjects’ gender main effects were found.
When subjects rated the target’s likability, the expected target’s reason
main effect was found, F(1,155) = 10.27, p < .05. Subjects liked the targets
who had an explicit reason for their requests (M = 5.24) better than the
targets who did not have an explicit reason (M = 4.66). A trend for a target’s
gender by target’s reason interaction clarifies this finding, F(1 ,155) = 3.46, p
< .07. As predicted, subjects tended to respond more favorably to the female
target with an explicit reason for requesting the raise. This interaction is
shown in Figure 1
.
When subjects rated the raise item, target’s gender and target’s reason
main effects were found, but no interactions were found. Contrary to
expectations, subjects were more likely to give a raise to female targets (M =
5.19) than male targets (M = 4.61), F(1 ,152) = 5.38, p < .05. As expected,
subjects were more likely to give a raise to targets with an explicit reason for
their requests (M = 5.31) than targets without an explicit reason (M = 4.47),
F(1 ,152) = 13.38, p < .05. When subjects rated target’s modesty, a target’s
gender main effect was found, F(1 ,1 55) = 51.29, p < .05. Subjects rated
female targets (M = 3.79), regardless of reason, as more modest than male
targets (M = 3.14).
Because the subjects’ personality scores were expected to interact with
target’s gender and target’s reason, additional analyses were conducted to
examine the role that these scores played in subjects’ reactions to the
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scenarios. First, 2 (low versus high modesty) X 2 (target’s gender) X 2
(target’s reason) analyses of variance were conducted. There were no
significant effects for the likability ratings. There were modesty by reason
interactions for both the raise item and the modesty ratings. Subjects high in
modesty were less likely to give a raise to a target without an explicit reason,
F(1,152) = 6.13, p < .05. The results of this interaction are shown in Figure 2.
Subjects high in modesty rated the target without an explicit reason lower in
modesty compared to high modesty subjects’ ratings of the target with a
reason and low modesty subjects’ ratings of either target, F(1 ,1 55) = 7.39, p
< .05. The results of this interaction are shown in Figure 3.
Next, 4 (sex-role) X 2 (target gender) X 2 (target reason) analyses of
variance were conducted. There were significant sex-role by reason
interactions for both ratings of the likability scale, £(3,147) = 2.76, p < .05,
and the raise item, F(3,144) = 3.50, p < .05. This interaction was not
significant for the modesty ratings. These interactions are shown in Figures 4
and 5. The most revealing difference was found among feminine subjects’
ratings of targets with and without an explicit reason. Feminine subjects liked
targets with a reason more than targets without an explicit reason and were
more likely to give a raise to targets with an explicit reason. Androgynous
subjects had a similar, but less pronounced, pattern. Undifferentiated and
masculine subjects rated targets similarly, regardless of their reason. Finally, 2
(low versus high self-esteem) X 2 (target gender) X 2 (target reason) analyses




As expected, there was no relationship between gender per se and
modesty. Masculinity and femininity, rather than gender, were related to
modesty. Further, results showed that this measure of modesty or
selflessness was not related to feelings of deservingness (i.e., self-esteem).
This indicates that, as argued, modesty may not be something innate to
women, but rather an expectation that is held for women under certain
conditions that were not present in Study 1. Second, because self-esteem
was not related to modesty, it appears that modesty may be more
representative of an adopted self-presentational strategy than a privately held
negative opinion of the self.
There were surprisingly few gender differences in responses to the
advocacy scenarios. Contrary to expectations, women did not choose to act
as other-advocates more often than men, but they did feel more competent
than men when they acted as other-advocates. Men did not feel more
competent than women as self-advocates.
There were no gender differences in responses to the raise scenarios.
Perhaps this is not really so surprising; given the assumption that social
norms drive individuals’ reactions td advocacy, there was no reason to expect
men and women to differ in their reactions to self-advocacy. After all, men
and women are raised in the same society and are guided by the same norms
for reacting to gender-appropriate behavior.
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Subjects did respond differently to target men and women who were
behaving in the same ways. Subjects were more likely to give women a raise,
regardless of their reason for the request. They also perceived the women as
more modest than men, regardless of the reason for requesting a raise. It
seems that regardless of women’s actions, they were deemed modest and
deserving of a raise. The direction of these target gender differences found in
this study were surprising and perhaps an artifact of the paper-and-pencil
nature of this study. It remains, however, for future work to illuminate this
finding. It may be the case that women are not perceived more negatively
when they act as self-advocates, but rather women who do not comfortably
engage in self-advocacy are responding to an outdated gender norm.
A finding more in line with the original predictions showed that subjects
did like the woman with an explicit reason best; perhaps this woman most fit
with subjects’ apparent desire to see women as modest and deserving of a
raise. It is possible that given the sensitive nature of the real world’s pay
discrepancy between men and women, people reacted in a politically
appropriate way and agreed that women are due raises in general. Subjects
may particularly like women who take a stand for something they deserve (i.e.,
when they have an explicit reason), because injustices for women are
perceived as more common than for men. Perhaps male targets were not so
rewarded, because subjects perceived that men in the real world are doing
fine and do not need raises as women do.
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A role for the personality measures was expected, but the degree to
which scores on these measures influenced subjects’ reactions to these
scenarios was surprising. The personality measures drove the findings of this
study in some of the ways gender might have been expected to drive them.
In the letter scenario, subjects high in modesty reacted the way that women
were expected to react. Subjects who acted as self-advocates in the letter
scenario scored lower on the modesty scale than those who chose to act as
other-advocates. Not surprisingly, in response to the raise scenario, subjects
high in modesty were less likely to give a raise to a target without an explicit
reason for the request. High modesty subjects also rated targets without an
explicit reason as less modest than those with an explicit reason. High
modesty subjects did not hold a different standard for male and female
targets, so it was not the case that subjects high in modesty were especially
sensitive to norms of modesty for women. Sex-role also played a role in
subjects’ reactions to the raise scenarios. In particular, feminine subjects liked
targets with an explicit reason for making the requests and were more likely to
give those targets a raise.
As expected, then, results indicated that men and women high in
modesty or femininity reacted most positively toward those who asked for a
raise where there was a clear issue of entitlement or equality. It had been
expected that feminine and modest subjects would react best to a woman
whose request was driven by an explicit injustice, but these results held for
both male and female targets. Again, these findings indicated that if
there are
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gender-linked norms for making requests, they were not particularly elicited by
the context of this study.
Self-esteem did not play a role in subjects reactions to the raise
scenarios. Of course, other researchers have argued that self-esteem
influences subjects’ own requests, but not that self-esteem influences subjects’
reactions to others’ requests, as was measured in the raise scenarios.
There were several limitations to this initial exploratory study. The first
scenario most closely tapped the main interest of this work -- constraints on
men’s and women’s advocacy for themselves and others. Unfortunately,
subjects mainly chose to write for themselves; only 45 of 1 63 subjects chose
to write for a friend. Because the design of this study did not allow for control
of the numbers of people who described their perceptions of other-advocacy,
there were only a limited number of subjects who described their perceptions
of other-advocacy. An incomplete picture of advocacy behavior, then, was
examined in Study 1 . The scenarios also tapped very different issues. The
letter-writing scenario required subjects to choose whether to make a request
for themselves or an other, while the raise scenario asked subjects to respond
to someone else who was making a request for the self or an other.
The scenario measures were also somewhat problematic in a more
general way. Subjects responded to situations that they had not experienced.
Subjects were asked to rate their competence in writing a letter that they
actually had not written and react to an individual requesting a raise with
whom they did not work. Obviously, this was less ecologically valid than
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having subjects truly engaged in these situations. This correlational study was
an attempt to begin to explore the phenomenon at hand by maintaining some
control over subjects’ experiences and responses. Given that this study was
a first attempt to investigate a new research question, it seemed prudent first
to circumscribe the phenomenon and then examine the process in a less
confining, more realistic setting.
The most damaging limitation of this study was that the mere use of an
anonymous questionnaire removed the pressure social norms typically place
on women’s and men’s behavior. Subjects answering a questionnaire
probably do not feel evaluated by others; in a real-world setting, people would
certainly feel more evaluated by supervisors, colleagues or peers, and it is
here that gender norms are apt to be most salient.
In addition, most of the variables in this study were not manipulated.
Any interpretation of the findings related to sex-role, modesty, or self-esteem
must be made cautiously given the correlational nature of the data. Study 2
was conducted to provide a more experimental test of the role gender norms
play in women’s and men’s use of self- and other-advocacy. The second
study more directly examined the major thesis set out regarding the role
gender plays in making requests. Specifically, this study examined whether
gender norms influence men’s and women’s advocacy for the self and for
another.
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Table 2. Chi-Square Analysis (Gender by Bern Sex-Role)
BEM SEX-ROLE
Undifferentiated Feminine Masculine Androavnous
Men 29 11 23 22
Women 17 35 15 11
p < .01
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Subscripts a and b denote statistically significant means at p < .05.
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Table 4. Correlations
Mod Masc Fem Self
Mod 1 .00
Masc -.32** 1.00
Fem .38** -.04 1.00
Self -.08 .30** .12 1.00
* qs < .05
** e < .01
Mod = Modesty
Masc = Bern Masculinity
Fem = Bern Femininity
Self = Rosenberg Self-esteem








* £S < .05
** e < .01
Mod = Modesty
Masc = Bern Masculinity
Fern = Bern Femininity
Self = Rosenberg Self-esteem










Figure 2. Likelihood of Raise (Modesty by Target’s Reason Interaction)
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Not explicit —1— Explicit
Figure 3. Modesty Ratings for Raise Scenario (Modesty by Target’s Reason
Interaction)
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In part, the first study examined women’s and men’s preferences for
self- or other-advocacy, and their perceived effectiveness at, and fulfillment
with, the influence task (i.e., writing the letter). The second study explored
how effective women and men actually were when acting on behalf of
themselves or others. Study 2 examined subjects’ salary requests and their
effectiveness and comfort in advocating for themselves or for others.
Other researchers have argued that women’s lower sense of personal
entitlement or deservingness affects women’s requests for compensation for
their work (Bylsma & Major, 1992). Is it the case that women think they
deserve less or are they are constrained by societal norms from requesting
what they think they deserve? Under what conditions can women be
instrumental for themselves and for others? Are men also constrained by
such norms? Study 2 explored these questions.
An underlying assumption investigated in this research is that gender-
linked societal norms, rather than self-esteem, constrain men’s and women’s
advocacy for the self and for others. When people feel that their behavior is
being evaluated by another person, these norms are believed to become
more salient and, gender-appropriate behavior is more likely to emerge. The
acceptance phase of a job offer is fertile ground for examining men s and
women’s ability to advocate. When people are finalizing job offers with
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potential future employers, they are likely to feel their behavior is being
evaluated.
When people believe that their behavior is not under scrutiny, they are
freed from many norms. Study 2, then examined men’s and women’s self-
and other-advocacy behavior when finalizing a job offer both when they the
believed their behavior was being evaluated and when they did not. Gender
norms were believed to be made salient when behavior was evaluated. To
rule out alternative interpretations, self-esteem was also measured. If it is the
case that women do not advocate as well for themselves because they think
less of themselves privately, gender differences in self-esteem should be
found. Salient norms, rather than self-esteem, were expected to account for
subjects’ performance, perceived performance, and judges’ evaluations of
their work, so self-esteem differences were not expected. Modesty and its
role in self- and other-advocacy was also examined. Following from Study 1,
modesty was not believed to be a gender-linked personality trait, but rather a
type of behavior elicited by certain conditions, including gender norms for
making requests. As in Study 1 , men’s and women’s modesty scores were
not expected to differ.
It was predicted that when an evaluator was present, women would
request lower salaries for themselves than for friends, and men would request
higher salaries for themselves than for friends. It was expected that when
women expected to be evaluated, they would not only perform better (i.e.,
request higher salaries) when advocating for others, but would feel more
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competent and fulfilled when doing so. Men would feel more competent when
acting as self-advocates, particularly when they were being evaluated. When
women were freed from these constraints by the absence of an evaluator, they
would request higher salaries for themselves than when evaluated, would not
feel as responsible for requesting higher salaries for friends, and would feel
more competent as self-advocates.
Method
Subjects
One-hundred-seventy-eight undergraduates at the University of
Massachusetts (102 women and 76 men) came to the lab in mixed-sex groups
of 4-8. In this study, students were recruited from classes in the Psychology
Department and received credit for their participation.
Design and Procedure
A 2 (gender) X 2 (self versus other advocacy) X 2 (evaluator- present
versus absent) design was used in this study. The experimenter told subjects
that the University Career Center was beginning to design business-skills
seminars for students. According to the cover story, the Center wanted to
assess students’ skills before designing the seminars. The experimenter gave
subjects a copy of the same job description used in Study 1 and asked them
to write a letter accepting the position, including a salary request within the
range of $900 to $3000. Half of the subjects were asked to accept the
position for themselves and half to accept the position for a qualified friend
of
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their choice whom they were to imagine was studying abroad and could not
respond personally to the offer.
The experimenter told half of the subjects that a male representative
from the Career Center, Mr. Davis, would read their completed letters while
they answered a questionnaire. The experimenter told these subjects that
they might need to meet with Mr. Davis for a few minutes immediately after the
experimental session to discuss their letters. To enhance the cover story, the
experimenter collected the letters, left the lab, and returned without them, after
ostensibly leaving them with Mr. Davis. In the evaluator-absent condition, the
experimenter told subjects that they might need to stay for a few minutes
immediately after the experimental session to complete another questionnaire.
To increase subjects’ investment in this exercise, the experimenter
included three more instructions. First, the experimenter told subjects that the
more seriously they took this study, the better information the Career Center
would receive about students’ skills. Second, the experimenter also
announced a $25 prize for the best student letter. Third, the experimenter
instructed all subjects to sign their names to the letters. The experimenter
explained that all names would be removed from the materials after a winner
was selected, so subjects’ letters would be anonymous before the researchers
did any further analysis of them.
After subjects wrote a letter, they completed the questionnaire.
Subjects rated how competent they felt writing the letter, how effective they
believed their letters to be, and how confident they felt while recommending
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themselves or the friend. They also rated how comfortable they felt and how
much satisfaction they felt in supporting either themselves or the friend.
Finally, they completed the sex-role, self-esteem, and modesty scales used in
Study 1. The instructions for Study 2 are presented in Appendix H.
Measures
Gender was again assessed by categorical self-report (i.e., male,
female), and sex-role was assessed with Bern’s (1974) masculinity (alpha =
.89) and femininity (alpha = .94) scales, administered after the letter writing
exercise. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1965) was used to assess self-
esteem (alpha = .92). The least reliable items from Study 1 were eliminated
from the modesty scale, and the revised scale was included in the
questionnaire. Unfortunately, due to an undetected clerical error, most
subjects did not respond to 2 modesty scale items reliably used in Study 1
.
The modesty scale (with 28 items) remained reliable (alpha = .77).
Subjects responded to 1 1 questions about their letter-writing
experience. The items tapped perceived competence and effectiveness, as
well as other reactions. Rather than examining each item separately, a
principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted to
find meaningful groupings of items. The optimal solution revealed two
meaningful factors; one factor contained items that tapped subjects comfort
with the letter-writing experience (comfort with letter) and the other contained
items that tapped subjects discomfort with requesting the salary
(discomfort
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with request). Table 6 presents the items (and their loadings) that comprised
each factor.
To assess the content of subjects’ letter, two teams of trained research
assistants developed a coding system. The first team transcribed the hand-
written letters into a word processing package, so gender "cues" could be
avoided with computer-printed letters. This same team also read through the
letters and identified emerging themes. From this work, several key content
issues were identified and a coding scheme was produced.
The second team of researchers executed the coding, so as to avoid
biases that the first team may have developed while creating the scheme.
Coders counted the number of words written in general, and specifically, the
number of superlatives used to describe the self or a friend. They also
counted the number of times subjects used polite words such as "thank you"
and "appreciate." They coded the presence or absence of eight
competencies or talents subjects used to describe the applicant. Coders also
rated the positivity and enthusiasm of each subjects’ letter on a 4-point scale
(1 = somewhat to 4 = extremely).
Finally, coders rated the degree to which subjects used statements
about their salary requests that fit into one of three "reason-for-request"
categories. These reasons were "justification" (e.g., "I need this salary to make
ends meet"), "deservingness" (e.g., "I have a lot to give to the position;" "I
would be great"), and "sacrifice" (e.g., "This is such a good opportunity that I II
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start with a lower salary"). Coders rated the degree to which subjects used
each type of reason on a 3-point scale (1 = Not at all to 3 = Mostly).
The inter-coder reliabilities for the presence or absence of the eight
talents were very low, so further analyses on these items are not presented.
The inter-coder reliabilities for all other scales are shown in Table 7; the
pearson correlations ranged from .59 to 1 .00.
Results
The same relationships found in Study 1 were again found among
subjects’ scores on the masculinity, femininity, modesty, and self-esteem
scales (see Table 8). Again only one gender difference among the four scales
was found and that was on femininity, t (176) = -4.85, p < .05. No gender
differences were found on modesty, masculinity or self-esteem scores (see
Table 9).
To test the main prediction, a 2 (gender) X 2 (letter for self versus
other) X 2 (evaluator-present versus -absent) between-subjects analysis of
variance was conducted for salary requests. As can be seen in Figure 6, the
predicted three-way interaction was found, F(1 ,1 63) = 3.9, p < .05. As
expected, women who were accepting the position for themselves asked for
lower salaries (M = $2152.00) when they believed they would meet with Mr.
Davis than when they were not given this information (M = $2369.00).
Women, however, who were accepting the position for a friend asked for
higher salaries (M = $2319.00) when they believed they would meet
with the
representative than when they were not given this information (M = $2188.00).
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For men, the opposite pattern was found. As expected, men who were
accepting the position for themselves asked for higher salaries (M =
$2344.00) when they believed they would meet with the representative than
when they were not given this information (M = $2188.00). Men, however,
who were accepting the position for a friend asked for lower salaries (M =
$2120.00) when they believed they would meet with the representative than
when they were not given this information (M = $2370.00).
The same 3-way ANOVA was conducted with self-esteem as a
covariate. Although self-esteem was a significant covariate, the original effects
remained significant. In addition, the self-esteem scale was subjected to the
same 3-way ANOVA. There were no significant differences between any of
the conditions on self-esteem. This ruled out the possibility that women (or
men) who asked for less money for themselves thought they were
undeserving. The manipulations seemed to best account for the differences in
salary requests.
The two factors (comfort with letter, discomfort with request) were also
subjected to the main 3-way ANOVA. There were two trends for main effects.
Women (M = 5.04) tended to be more comfortable than men (M = 4.76) while
writing the letter, F(1 .169) = 2.81, p < .10. Subjects in the evaluator-present
condition (M = 2.43) tended to be more uncomfortable with the salary request
than those in the evaluator-absent condition (M = 2.18), F(1, 169) = 3.07, p <
.08. Contrary to expectations, there were no higher-order interactions, so
the
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conditions of the experiment did not interact to affect subjects’ reported
comfort in writing the letter or discomfort in making the salary request.
A 3-way ANOVA (gender X letter type X evaluator-present or -absent)
on each of the reliable coding categories revealed a gender main effect.
Women (M = 185.90) used more words than men (M =167.38), F (1,168) =
3.70, p < .05. An evaluator main effect indicated that subjects in the
evaluator-present condition wrote more enthusiastic letters (M = 2.63) than
subjects in the evaluator-absent condition (M = 2.34), F(1 ,162) = 4.43, p <
.05.
Main effects were found for letter condition. All subjects wrote less
positively on their own behalf, so the expected gender differences were not
found for self- or other-advocacy. Men and women wrote less positively about
themselves (M = 2.02) than their friends (M = 2.45), F(1 ,1 62) = 7.13, p < .05.
Subjects used fewer superlatives about themselves (M =.13) than others (M
= .47), F(1 ,1 68), p < .5. When subjects gave reasons for their salary requests,
they used the "deservingness" salary reason less often for themselves (M =
1.98) than others (M =2.29), £(1.162) = 6.55, p <.05. Conversely, subjects
used the "sacrifice" reason more often for themselves (M =1.27) than for
others (M =1-10), F(1 ,1 62) = 5.62, p < .05.
There is a trend for one notable 3-way interaction for the degree to
which subjects use the "deservingness" salary reason, F(1 ,162) = 3.19, p <
.08. As can be seen in Figure 7 , regardless of evaluator condition, men and
women were equally likely to use this reason for others. When acting as self-
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advocates, however, women were less likely to use this reason when they
expected to meet the evaluator and more likely to use this approach in the
evaluator-absent condition. For men, the opposite was found. When acting
as self-advocates, men were more likely to use this reason when they
expected to meet the evaluator and less likely to use this approach in the
evaluator-absent condition. This finding fits well with the similar 3-way
interaction for men’s and women’s salary requests.
Discussion
When women were told that they would meet with a representative from
the Career Center, they asked for less money for themselves and more money
for others. Conversely, when men were told that they would meet with a
representative, they asked for higher salaries for themselves and lower
salaries for others. A similar pattern of results was found for subjects’ use of
the deservingness reason for making their requests. Women in the evaluator-
absent condition were more likely to state that they truly deserved their salary
requests, and men in the evaluator-absent condition were less likely to state
that they were deserving of their salary requests.
Gender-linked societal norms, believed to have been evoked by the
presence of the evaluator, affected both women’s and men’s requests and
their willingness to describe themselves as deserving of such requests. When
gender norms were salient, women did not advocate as ably for themselves
as for others. Similarly, men did not advocate as strongly for others when
gender norms were salient. In this study, however, men and women were
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relatively freed from social constraints in the conditions in which they did not
expect to meet an evaluator. In these cases, women advocated well for
themselves and men advocated well for others.
The findings for women in the evaluator-absent condition were
expected, but no specific predictions had been made for the men in this
condition. The finding that men make larger requests for others in the
evaluator-absent condition is not easily explained by the underlying norms that
were expected to contribute to these findings. Norms of modesty and
selflessness were expected to constrain women’s responses, but parallel
norms of "immodesty" and "selfishness" were not expected to strongly
constrain men’s acts for others. Upon reflection, it is certainly plausible that
men were equally influenced by such societal expectations.
Contrary to Bylsma and Major’s (1992) argument, women did not seem
to feel less deserving than men. They did ask for higher salaries when they
were not told that a male representative would examine their requests, but
women were only willing to request higher salary levels under specific
conditions. The finding that men and women in this sample did not have
significantly different levels of self-esteem, regardless of condition, provided
additional evidence that women did not feel less deserving of reasonable
compensation than did men. Specifically, women who asked for less money
for themselves in the evaluator-present condition did not have significantly
lower self-esteem than subjects in any other condition. Finally, women did use
"deservingness" as a reason for their salary requests when they did not think
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their letters would be evaluated. The presence or absence of an evaluator
(and the gender-linked norms believed to be evoked by these conditions)
seemed to best account for men’s and women’s requests for the self and a
friend.
Subjects’ comfort and perceived competence with advocacy were
expected to match their low or high salary requests. That is, when women
and men felt free to ask for more money under the predicted conditions, they
were also expected to feel more competent and comfortable. Results from the
two comfort scales (letter comfort and salary discomfort) and the coding
materials did not support this prediction. In fact, women tended to report
feeling more comfortable writing either type of letter across conditions. The
coding results indicated, however, that subjects seemed less comfortable
when acting as self-advocates in general.
There were several limitations to this second study. First, there were no
manipulation checks to assess whether the evaluator-present conditions
actually made gender norms salient. It may be a bit circular to have found
gender differences and assert that gender norms caused them. Nevertheless,
the findings did follow the pattern directly expected from the predictions.
Due to the deception involved in this study, an experienced researcher
needed to conduct the debriefing. Unfortunately, with that experience came
knowledge. The experimenter was not blind to the hypotheses or conditions
while running the study, so there is the possibility that the results
could be
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partially explained by experimenter bias. Veteran research assistants, blind to
the hypotheses were trained to conduct an on-going, follow-up study.
It proved difficult to examine subjects’ feelings of comfort with this task,
because it was a written advocacy attempt. Few coding categories identified
differences between subjects’ letters in each condition. More sensitive
measures are needed to test men’s and women’s comfort with self- and other-
advocacy. In an on-going study, a paradigm similar to the one used in Study
2 has been improved to include such sensitive measures. In the new study,
subjects must make their salary request and statement out loud into a tape
recorder. This will allow the experimenter to examine verbal cues such as
inflection, hesitations, and nervous laughter that may be related to comfort
with advocacy. This is a first attempt at looking more carefully at individuals’
comfort in these advocacy tasks.
Another problem with this study was that all letters were written for
research purposes. This may not create ecologically valid measures. It could
be important to conduct supplemental research to evaluate written materials
that were not collected in an experimental setting. For example, it would be
interesting to evaluate women’s and men’s strategies in political speeches.
Campaign speeches could be used to examine the ways female and male
politicians promote the self. The speeches delivered on behalf of constituents
or about particular issues once elected could be used to examine the ways
female and male politicians advocate for others. Another externally valid
approach might include examining actual job application cover letters. Of
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course, using these types of measures limits the number of variables that can
be controlled. The most constructive approach to examining self- and other-
advocacy should include examining both types of evidence -- experimentally
controlled and real-life advocacy.
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Table 6. Items (and Factor Loadings)
Rated on a 7-point scale (1 = Disagree completely to 7 = Agree Completely)
L I felt very competent in writing this letter. (.8499)
L I felt self-conscious while I wrote this letter. (-.5120)
S I felt very comfortable asking for the salary in this letter. (-.5166)
L I believe this letter is very effective in arguing my case. (.7822)
L It felt unnatural to write the things I wrote in this letter. (-.6939)
*
I am nervous about Ms. Davis reviewing my letter.
L I felt very confident about accepting the offer. (.6717)
S It made me uneasy to ask for the salary I requested. (.6772)
S I didn’t request as much salary as I believe is deserved. (.6302)
I think that my request was very reasonable.
*
I hope that I do not have to stay to get feedback from Mr. Davis/I hope I do
not have to stay to fill out an additional questionnaire.
S How many times did you change (rewrite) your salary request? (.6113)
* These items appeared only on the questionnaires appropriate to the
evaluator-present or -absent condition.
L -- Denotes items that make up a factor that represented subjects comfort
with writing the letter .
S -- Denotes items that make up a factor that represented subjects
discomfort
in making the salary request .
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Mod Masc Fern Self
Mod 1 .00
Masc -.33** 1.00
Fem .38** .22** 1.00
Self -.08 .20** .12 1.00
* qs < .05
** e < .01
Mod = Modesty
Masc = Bern Masculinity
Fem = Bern Femininity
Self = Rosenberg Self-esteem
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In Study 1 , few predicted gender differences were found. In response
to the letter scenario, men did not choose self-advocacy more frequently than
women. Women did not choose to act as other-advocates more frequently
than men, but women did believe they would feel more competent that men
when acting as other-advocates. Subjects’ gender differences were not
expected in the raise scenario, and none were found. The target’s gender
main effects were directly opposed to the predictions (e.g., subjects were
more likely to give female self-advocates a raise, and rated female self-
advocates as more modest than men). These "surprising findings" in Study 1
should be viewed in light of findings from Study 2. In essence, all subjects
who took part in Study 1 were in the evaluator-absent condition of Study 2.
The results in Study 2 revealed that this is exactly the kind of setting in which
women and men are freed from social norms. In the letter condition, women
probably did not feel normative pressure to act as other-advocates. In the
raise scenario, subjects were not exposed to normative opinions about the
target’s behavior.
The findings from the raise scenario require further consideration.
Essentially, these results indicated that women were not placed in a double-
bind regarding self-advocacy, especially when they had an explicit reason for
making the request. In fact, subjects rated women as more modest than men,
regardless of the women’s reason for requesting the raise. This hardly
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seemed to reflect a more stringent norm of modesty for women. These
findings suggested that women’s salary requests in Study 2 may not reflect
reactions to a real gender norm, but may rather reflect an over-learned female
behavior.
Were the women in the evaluator-present condition in Study 2
responding to an obsolete gender norm or were the findings from the raise
scenario in Study 1 simply an artifact of a paper-and-pencil task? Ultimately,
these studies leave this question unanswered. Study 2, conducted in a more
realistic setting, did not examine findings observed in Study 1; Study 2 only
examined subjects’ own self- and other-advocacy, not subjects’ reactions to
women’s and men’s self-advocacy. Future work will need to examine the
actual role gender norms play in making requests by investigating subjects’
reactions to real female and male self-advocates, rather than paper-and-pencil
self-advocates.
When Carli (1990; Carli, LaFleur & Lober, in press) brought subjects
into the lab in mixed-sex dyads, she found clear evidence that likable women
more easily influenced men; women were held to a more constraining norm in
their influence attempt. In Study 1 , there was a tendency to like the women
with an explicit reason more than other self-advocates, but in this case,
subjects may have had a politically correct reaction to widely-recognized
injustices women have experienced in the workplace. Across conditions in the
raise scenario, however, the female self-advocates notably were not
rated as
more likable than the men.
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This may be the hidden link between questionnaire studies and studies
that require subjects to react to real people. Given the assumptions that liking
is linked to women’s ability to influence men and that advocacy is linked to
influence, liking may prove critical to determining whether norms of modesty
and selflessness presently constrain women. The challenge will be to develop
a richer experience with female self-advocates in the laboratory, so the
connection between women’s self-advocacy and liking can be explored. If
liking does play the expected role, findings in a "real-life" setting should be
dramatically different from findings in a questionnaire study. Americans’
reactions to Hillary Rodham Clinton’s self-advocacy seemingly do not
correspond to subjects’ reactions to the imaginary, female self-advocates in
Study 1 (Gibbs & Duffy, 1996).
Effects driven by gender-linked norms must also be disentangled from
effects driven by self-esteem. It may be difficult to rule out the role self-esteem
plays in this phenomenon. Research generally finds that women are lower in
self-esteem, but neither of the current studies found this. Why is this? Further
research needs to be conducted on diverse samples with several measures of
self-esteem to rule out any sample-specific or measure-specific explanation for
this finding.
Motivation is also an important dimension to be examined in this
domain; subjects certainly must be motivated in order to advocate well for
either themselves or others. Subjects’ responses to the $25 prize
indicated
that they found it motivating, but a few letters were weak,
suggesting that
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some subjects did not take this experiment seriously. Motivation could be
further boosted by having students give spoken statements about their salary
requests. This should intensify the gender norms as well as students’ feelings
of accountability.
Finally, the present studies examined how effectively women and men
advocate for themselves or a single other. Further investigations should
examine how gender norms affect the ways women and men use advocacy
for many others (i.e. groups, organizations). Traditionally, women have acted
very ably on behalf of groups and organizations. If the findings for men in
Study 2 are replicated, showing that men are constrained from using other-
advocacy, this may have implications for men’s abilities to act as advocates
for groups.
Of course not all these limitations can be overcome during the course
of two studies. These studies provide the groundwork for the systematic
study of the phenomenon. Future research will examine whether evidence
from spoken language and non-verbal behavior supports how influential and
assertive women can be when they are advocating for others. Spoken
statements may more easily reveal women’s and men’s discomfort with self-
and other-advocacy, respectively.
Crittenden and Wiley (1985) were able to show that when egotism was
made normative in the laboratory, women were able to shed their modesty.
Future studies should identify conditions that make modesty and selflessness
normative for men and immodesty normative for women. For example,
the
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role that other variables, such as trust, play in self- and other-advocacy was
not examined in these studies. Women may be expected to be more trusting
in general, so women may be constrained from appearing distrustful when
making requests for the self. This expectation may be loosened when women
make requests for others; if women are expected to look out for the best
interests of a friend, perhaps it is more acceptable to appear a bit distrustful
and request more money.
Identifying and altering such norms could help free people to make
requests appropriate to specific goals or tasks, regardless of gender.
Organizations could more easily train men to become better advocates for
others (e.g., better managers). Similarly, calling attention to these norms
might empower women to begin to advocate as ably for themselves as for
others. The importance of that skill cannot be underestimated, and women’s
skill of advocating for others should not be undervalued.
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Statements (Rated on a 7-point scale with endpoints "Disagree Completely"
and "Agree Completely")
1. | don’t mind getting my work done behind the scenes.
2. In general, I do not boast.




*4. When at all possible, I like to credit other people as well as myself for my
accomplishments.
5. If a representative from a group I belong to must be chosen, I always try to
be the one selected.
6. It is not important to help others achieve their own goals, especially if it
might interfere with my own.
7. I don’t mind expressing myself even if it makes someone uncomfortable.
When I do really well, I want to make sure that other people know about it.
8. I value people who are humble.
9. It is important to me to have others notice what I do.
10. When I do really well, I want to make sure that other people know about
it.
11. I highly value receiving individual recognition for my work.
12. I’m comfortable telling people the things that I am really good at.
1 3. Minor conflicts between one’s own comfort and convenience and that of
another person should be resolved in favor of the other person more often
than not.
14. When my personal goals and the goals of a group I belong to conflict, the
group goal generally takes precedence.




ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE (1965)
Rated on a 4-point scale with endpoints "Strongly Disagree" and "Strongly
Agree"
1 . I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others.
2. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.
3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.
4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.
6. I take a positive attitude toward myself.
7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
8. I wish I could have more respect for myself.
9. I certainly feel useless at times.
10. At times, I think I am no good at all.
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APPENDIX D
INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE LETTER SCENARIO
Job Description: There will be several openings on campus for summer
internships. The internships involve working with a group of students to
create a Student Survival Guide. The University will pay several students to
help put the Guide together. Many different roles/jobs will need to be filled;
students will be needed to cover such areas as academic and honors
programs, multi-cultural issues, student activities, student services, and
athletics/boosters. Interns may be responsible for generating ideas, writing
sections of the guide, designing art for the guide, interviewing campus
administrators, faculty and staff, or organizing publicity and distribution. The
positions will last for 10 weeks at great pay. The Committee is looking for
students who have had a wide variety of experiences at UMASS. A student
who knows a good deal about one or more aspects of campus life (academic
and social) will be a great asset as an intern.
To apply: Several students will be hired. Write a letter for yourself and have a
friend write a letter of recommendation for you. Both letters should express
the qualities you would bring to this internship. Be sure to discuss all the
strengths you think are appropriate.
Please read each of the options below carefully. Choose which letter you
would prefer to write and place a checkmark next to your preference: A or B.
A. Imagine that you want this job. You have the opportunity to apply
for the position and 'are very interested in getting it. Write a personal
statement about yourself to request consideration for the position. Include in
your cover letter all the information that you think will present your case in the
best way. Remember the selection committee is looking for special
candidates, so be sure to describe what it is that makes you an excellent
applicant for the position and why you deserve the internship.
B. Imagine that for a number of reasons, you are not going to apply
for this job. A very close friend of yours has the opportunity to apply for the
position and is very interested in getting it. Write a letter of recommendation
for this person. Include in your recommendation letter all the information that
you think would present your friend’s case in the best way. Remember that
the selection committee is looking for special candidates, so be sure to
describe what it is that makes your friend an excellent applicant for the




Rated on seven-point scale from Disagree Completely to Agree Completely
Competency Scale :
1. I believe I would be very competent in writing this letter.
2. I would feel very confident about promoting myself (my friend).
3. I believe this letter would be very effective in arguing my (friend’s) case.
4. I would derive much satisfaction from promoting myself (my friend).
5. I would feel very comfortable trying to influence the Committee to hire me
(my friend).
Strategies
1 . It is important discuss why I believe that I (my friend) am/is better than
anyone else for the position.
2. It is important to discuss why I believe that I (my friend) am/is a "good fit"
for the particular position.
3. It is important to discuss how my (my friend’s) personal goals will be met
by holding this position.
4. It is important to discuss how the employer’s goals will be met by hiring
me (my friend).





No Explicit Reason :
Nancy (Mike) works for a medium-sized family-run business. She believes
that the owners are fair and are good to the employees. The atmosphere in
the company is positive and for the most part the employees get along with
one another and with the management. Nancy has been with this firm for just
over two years and believes she deserves more money for the job she does.
The owners have not approached her about a salary increase, so she decides
to set up a meeting to ask for a raise. At that meeting, Nancy forcefully states
that she consistently meets all the responsibilities her job demands, is a
strong contributor to the company, and believes she is worth more than she is
currently being paid.
Explicit Reason :
Nancy (Mike) works for a medium-sized family-run business. She believes
that the owners are fair and are good to the employees. The atmosphere in
the company is positive and for the most part the employees get along with
one another and with the management. Nancy has been with this firm for just
over two years when she learns that a coworker, who has not been with the
company as long as she has, is earning more money than she is. Nancy and
her coworker have the same job description and are equally qualified for the
job. The owners have not approached her about a salary increase, so she
decides to set up a meeting to ask for a raise. At that meeting, Nancy
forcefully states that she consistently meets all the responsibilities her job
demands, and is a strong contributor to the company, and believes she is




Rated on seven point scale from Not at all to Completely
Likabilitv Scale :
1 . How much do you like the individual described in the scenario?
2. How much would you like working with the individual described in the
scenario?
3. How fair do you believe the request was?
















INSTRUCTIONS FOR STUDY 2
Job Description: There will be several openings on campus for summer
internships. The internships involve working with a group of students to
create a Student Survival Guide. The University will pay several students to
help put the Guide together. Many different roles/jobs will need to be filled;
students will be needed to cover such areas as academic and honors
programs, multi-cultural issues, student activities, student services, and
athletics/boosters. Interns may be responsible for generating ideas, writing
sections of the guide, designing art for the guide, interviewing campus
administrators, faculty and staff, or organizing publicity and distribution. In the
past, these types of positions have proven to be a marketable experience in
many career fields. The University is considering a salary range of $900 to
$3000.
After reading the above job description, subjects then received one of the
following sets of instructions:
Self-advocacy
Imagine that the University has offered you this position. You have the
opportunity to accept the position and request the salary that you feel is
appropriate. Despite the possibility that many students do not have much
experience in the workworld writing letters such as this, we ask that you do
your best to imagine yourself in this situation. Write a letter to the University
accepting the position and requesting a salary. Explain why you are
requesting this amount.
Other-advocacy
Think of a close friend. Imagine that the University has offered your friend this
position. Imagine that your friend has been called out of the country, but
knew that he or she might be offered the job. Although unusual, your friend
had asked you to write a letter of acceptance on his or her behalf if the offer
arrived while he or she was out of the country. You have the opportunity to
inform the University of your friend’s acceptance and request the salary that
you feel is appropriate. Despite the possibility that many students do not have
much experience in the workworld writing letters such as this, we ask that you
do your best to imagine yourself in this situation. Write a letter to the
University accepting the position and requesting a salary. Explain
why you
are requesting this amount.
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